












supervision programs: targeting supervision resources at higher-risk offenders, targeting the
services these higher-risk offenders receive to their criminogenic risks/needs, and transitioning to
less structure throughout the period of supervision.

The judge-involved supervision programs add to what would be expected from a regular
supervision plan the requirement that the offender report to the program team at regular,
specified intervals. In addition, unlike the general guidance provided by supervision policies,
many programs set specific contact levels for offender reporting to the probation office, many of
which start quite high (weekly or bi-weekly) and decrease over time. These specific
requirements may or may not be different from what would have been required absent the
program, but are likely to be more intensive for officer and offender alike. The collaborative
team approach also adds to the officer’s role much of the responsibility for coordinating, if not
the team itself, then the information that is reported to the team on a regular basis.

In the 39 programs surveyed, 101 probation officers—64 line officers and 37 specialists—
supervise program offenders, with a range of from 1 to 8 officers across programs. Two-thirds
of the programs have either one officer (11 programs) or two officers (15 programs) involved.
Most (90 percent) of these officers are not dedicated to the program but also supervise other
offenders.

Perhaps because of the prevalence of mixed caseloads, three-quarters of the programs do not
limit the number of program offenders or total (program and non-program) offenders that may
be supervised by an officer involved in the program at any given time. In the few programs that
set caseload limits, the most common was a limit of 20 program offenders (with a range of from
5 to 25 across 8 programs) and a total caseload limited to 35–40 offenders.

Questions about the size and structure of officers’ caseloads must be assessed carefully to be
sure that officers have adequate time to carry out program tasks, fieldwork demands, and the
supervision of non-program offenders who do not have such a high profile with the court. This
is particularly important if the program excludes the riskiest offenders, who will require an
equally intense, if perhaps differently focused, plan of action.

Managers, Supervisors, and Support Staff

In addition to the officers who provide supervision, other probation personnel often serve as
team members or provide support to the team. Office managers (the chief, deputy chief, and/or
assistant deputy chief) routinely attend court sessions with offenders and/or the planning
conference in 17 of the programs, and supervisors attend in 23. Other staff, including backup
officers, specialists, and administrative personnel, routinely participate in three programs each.
This is in keeping with the traditional role of managers, supervisors, specialists, and others to
support the work of officers, but in a different and more public context.

Counsel

A primary goal of federal supervision in general and judge-involved supervision programs in
particular is to facilitate offenders’ success in maintaining a law-abiding lifestyle as contributing
members of the community both during the period of supervision and beyond. This does not
contradict prosecutorial public safety goals or defense goals to promote clients’ interests, but is a
shift from the customary prosecutorial focus on pursuing public safety by conviction and
punishment, and the defense focus on serving their clients through advocacy and protection of
rights. Further, the direct non-adversarial contact among team members and with offenders is a
new role for counsel, as is the expectation that they are to help shape a program participant’s
behavior by administering rewards and graduated sanctions—rather than traditional legal
consequences alone—to promote new ways of thinking and positive behavioral outcomes.

U.S. Attorneys

Representatives from the U.S. Attorney’s Office played some role in 35 of the 39 programs
surveyed and were full team partners playing each key role in 24. Few programs expect U.S.
attorneys also to perform traditional investigative or evidentiary presentation tasks in their role
as a team member. Only three programs expect them to investigate allegations of
noncompliance, and five expect them to assist in the presentation of evidence at informal
program court sessions to address noncompliance.











 



 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 


